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G/PM 
TOP SEQRET 
(With Att~.chmente) 

May 27, 1964 

TO: G • Mr. Johnson 

FROM: G/ PM - Seymour We i ss 

Stm.JECT1 At tached Summery M~orandum 

The attached is a proposed 1ummary ~randum to 
the Secretary covering your Paris diacU8eiona . To i t 
are Rttached a more de t ailed memorandum covering this 
subject, plus an appendix which covers the aubjeot of 
ClNCEUR'• viewe on a further French .tthdrawal from 
NATO. Thi s lat t er I picked up in side discussions 
with General Lemnit zer's s taff. 

At tachments 
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MEMORANDUl'l FOR THE SECRETARY . . 

THRU : 

FRON : 

SUBJECT: 

S/S 

G - U. Alexis Johnson 

Heet:Lngfl in Paris with Bohlen, Finletter 
Lemnirzer and McConnell 

l. Gener$.1. The mee t i ngs <ront very t;-ell. They provided 
" useful orientntion for me to the European s cene, but in addi· 
t ion provided an insight i nto some of the specific problems our 
key civili~n ·•nd ml.litary representatives are attempting to cope 
wi th. The r e follmvs a brief summary of key points of interest. 
Attached i s a more complete report mt1ch you may wish t o read 
H time pennits. (At tachment A) 

/. . l'mbassy-USRO. Dlscussions with Chip and Tom Finletter 
""'re too s hort. Tom is concerned about t he MLF and about the 
NATO Force Pl~nning exerctse. 

3. CINCEUR/SACEUR . S) .>< hours with Lemnitzer and McConnell 
co•Jered a Nide range of subje, ts : 

a . )!orce Hi.thdrs•.>als . Lemn:l tzer is absolutely adamant on 
the point t hat ru>y f.1.trther .,ithdra,.ale (i.e., the 10,000 LOC o r 
t h !O' 10 tac air squadrons) ~<ill ha.ve a"dev astating effect" on his 
military capabilities. He says he will so state ~men and if 
SACEUR ' s military apprl'l i sal is reqtieeted by the NAC. He expre~sed 
deep apprec.iat.ion a.nd pr<tise for your stand in Septembe-:- resisting 
~d. thdrAwals whi.ch he feels would have been and still would be 
poli.ttcnlly and militnrily demn ging. 

b. Tactical Nuclear Weapons . CINCEUR has completed n 
Rt:udy on this quest:ion which «ill soon be released. Lemnitier 
nreues that the t•eApons are needed for the defense of Europe 
( though he l'BS sometolhat. more moderate in his views than McConnell) 
In response to my pressing him he argued that a tactical nuclear 
>Jar limited to Europe was feasible. I argued that we had doubts 
that the Europeans >TOuld find such a prospect appealing and that 
their current poRi t.lon was based on me.ximwn deterrence with 
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. little regard to whet would really happen when the chips were 

down. I also said that we were insistent that there be .uffi• 
cient flexibility in the banda of the political dacision~king 
authorities sa to when Md if 11!18 go to the uae of nukes and tht1t 
it would be in the interent o£ our military planners that mill· 
tary planning not be pr~ieed on unreallatlc aasumptions, I had 
a little bit of the feeling that we might nwve s t arted ht. thlnk· 
1ng anew ebout these i ssues. 

c. ~e. Lem argues that these are necee1ary both for 
deterrence and fighting purpo~es. Re doaa not buy the notion 
that externa l forces c~ f it\ the bill. He feala that the State 
aeseAsment of • lack of European politica l willingnesa to accept 
MRBKa i s distorted by virtue of our having f ailed to l ay out the 
full caae fo r European coneideration. 1 pressed htm on al l points 
and may hsve raised some doubts in his mind. In general, however, 
he i~ firmly committed on this one and though he supports the MLr 
he does not agree t hat i t adequately meets his MRBM needa. 

d. ~9J!!I!•nd sod !(ont;ro,t. L.emnitzer argued that it wu quite 
adequate and permitted df.sc reet use down to a lingle weapon if 
necessary. He is sa tisfied with the PAL aystem. 

e . Iptelligence and H!ture of the Threa,t. As • ight be 
expected, ClNCEUR intelligence eat iiDates paint a pretty aerioue 
picture of the t hreat. I pressed Lemnitzer on the que&tion of 
the reali11111 of ausum.ing that a large scale CDIIIDUl'liet attack in 
Europe was likely. I referred to our concerns about Bast Ge~an 
uprisings and trouble on the flanks. I~ eaamed not un&ympatheti c 
to. the point . 

f, J!!heelw. Lem made a strong pitch for us to do ev.lry­
thintS possible to rettlin Wheel us. Militarily, his need could 
probabl y be met by a facility in Spain, but it was obvioue .that 
t he EuropeDn Comm8nd felt atrongly about the broader bnpl i cationa 
for our Hlddte East position of being pushed out of Wheelu1. 

g. G·91 Problem and Petahing!· Lemnitzer wants the G-91 
(a light weight ground support aircraft) equipped with nuclear 
capabillty. We asked h~1 thb was contiltant with the DOD 
pressure for substituting Perebinge for exlatlng strike airc-raft, 
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I.ennitur is resist mt to tM idea of the PerahJ.na substitution. 
liow wetl this hae been thought through I could not ~Uy uear­
t&in. 

h. NATO Ai r craft Overflight& of !aat Y,rmany. 1 wu sur­
prised to l earn frcm r~itzer that since the RB-66 incident 
there have been a number of Additional overfLights of ~t 
Gennany. 

i. Eu;ropeen MAAGs . CINCEUR defends t he continuation of 
a. MAAG presence sa needed to oversea deliveries o f MAP still 111 
the pipeline ($112 milli on this year t o Italy) and because of 
a.xceltent contaets "-hi ch MAAGs have wi th lfODa. Kc.Connall 
claimed that t hey ~re reducing size of MAAGa as fast •• is 
prudent. 

j. Frpnch !'rob lea. Laonit&er vu not IIIUCh ecrw:arned about 
the French pull-out frcm the Nava l caa~~anda. He 1ndieatad, bow­
aver, that if this shifted t o Ar:ay and Air Force the problem 
would be criticaL CINCEUR is now in proeeBI of r.aponding to 
a det a i led JCS inquiry on this subject. (Appendix I, attached). 

Attachments 
A& SUted 

cc: U - Mr. lieU 
M - Mr. Harriman 

EUR - Mr. Tyler 
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l. Emb.uay•US~. TUne avdl1tble for dbcuuiooa .,... 

111UCh too short. A working breakfast ,.ith Chip end r- J'inletter 

wee devoted mainly to discussion of the MLF. ( .••. To be supple• 

men ted by Mr. Johnson as appropriate.) We t~ moved to USRO 

where Tom, Durby and I discussed the NATO Force Planning exer-

ciae. I n a word, Finletter is concerned thttt the e.xarcise has 

bogged down Md se;red t o be of the opinion that a June Defenae 

Ministers Meeting would give »ob McNamara the opportunity to 

put aane Ufs into t he underteking. One concern which 1 hAve 

ia that Tom continues t o assume, quite understandably, tbet 

McNemara wlll be 1tble t o spell out the US views on NATO strategy 

and force ca.psbilit1ea in a deta iled "•ay which will be comrincing 

to our European Allie s. I am by no means satisfied that we are 

in any better position to do this today than we bne been at 

any other time over the paet three yeera. One further point I 

might note was Tom's indication that the arrangement• whereby 

Burt Klein (fol'1llerly o f RAND, but now on the DOD payroll) reports 

to hilll as the US Represent11ttve on tiM Defense Ptarming Work 

Group ( t he Group which is running the NFP axarciae) w~s l eae 

than fully utisfactory. I gather that Klein 1a entirely 

cooperattve but th11t somehow the linea of COIIIIIUII1ca t1on &0111 
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Klein bac'!:: to DOD l .eave Ftnletter- with & f eeling tha t he doea 

not cootrol the undertaking. 

In subs equent d1scuuions at USRO, expanded to i.nclude 

Cecil Lyon and Jack McGuire from t he Embassy, Alan Janea, John 

l unu end Phil Farley, I s pent s 0111e t :lme diecuaai.ng the Freneb 

problem. In g&ru'!r a l, 1 ga ther tha t there 'liillle a fairly \Dlomimoua 
' 

opi ni on that the French vi.ewe on NATO strategy, with their heavy 

depe.ndency on the use of nuclear -•pone f o r defen.ee of Europe, 

are refl ec tive of a wider European feeling . (Incidenta lly, l 

waa t o ld that t he French have just recent ly announced that they 

are undert aking the full reequipment of five of t heir diviaione 

to make them nuclea r c ap able. I am not c lear on the detaila.) 

Cecil Lyon aaye that the French clearly look up«l NATO ae the 

c reature of US invention. It il not that they object to NATO 

as much as it is their deeire t o bcve the doainant role. When 

1 asked .mather it might not be useful to begin thinking about 

heavy US f or c e withdr-awals I re ceived a eomewnat m~d reaction. 

Lyons to11aed out the notion that perhApe the t'-- bad arrivad 

\than we should ba.gin t o turn the defen1e probl- back to the 

Europeane . Farley felt tha t the beginning o f s uch • movement 

would sta rt in 1110tion politi c al f oreee \ohich .,. might not be 
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able to control. He felt thAt lessened US force preeence would 

result in decreased US infLuence over European affairs. Othara 

echoed his view. 

2. CifiCBUR/SJ.CEtJll. 1 met for six houra with Generals 

Lemnitzer And McConnell. The di ecuaaione were quite free and 
~ 

eaey and the rapport I thought quite good. LemnitEer began with 

a pointed reference to the fact that he felt that the l><!partment 

had been eAtremely helpful end appreciative of his Command's 

point of view on a number of iasuea in the paat, more eo than 

DOD. He particularly referred in this connection to the force 

withdrawal ia~e (s e e below). Ke aaid he felt that the State 

analysis on this subjec t (your me~orandum of laat September) 

was t he beet paper he hAd sean in hie many years in Waahington . 

He made it clear that he felt State had aaved the day at the 

tlme and had saved ua from making a serious milteke. ln thie 

sort of atmosphere the range of topica diecuaead went ~oothly 

even where it was clear we had areas of difference of view. 

At the end of the ~eting he snd McConnell called me aeide and 

Lem was particularly complimentary in hie remarks about our 

POLADs John BuTns and Allin James. 
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3. Fotce Witbdr-la. We spent a good perioc:l of time 

on t his eubject:. On r:lu! loghtics d.de Lent claims that be 1e 

now ao strapped that Any significant further withdrawals (!.e., 

the 10 , 000 cont-p l at.O) would l eave hh f orce with a aeriously 

impeired fighting ability. He haa gone on record aa preferrins 

a withdra wa l of a divbion to any more LOC personnel. Sim.ibrly, 

on the 10 equadrona of airc raft , his 11tilitary C"Yaluat ion 11 t hat 

withdrawal would be a ser10U3 b low to hh c arrytng out hie 

reaponaibilitiee. Ke points out t h at the a i r cra£t are required 

t o support the ground operatiooa as "Welt aa for control of the 

air. !n response to m.y direct question, he said he does not 

believe th11t: tlu! US can - e t t he spirit (indeed, even 1f it 

aa.lis the l atteJ:) of i ts NATO c~tman.t and et11l " d:u«l baee" 

•the 10 aquadron. . He s aid that t he withdrawal 'WOUld nave a 

"devastating effect" and that when SACEUJ.1 a 111t.lltary judpent 

ia solicited by NATO he wilt feel bound r:o eo state. 1 _pressed 

Lent very hard as to which he would prefer if he bad t o choose 

betwesn the logletice force reductions and the 10 aquadroa. . 

He flatly refuaed to choose bat-en theee \lftdeaireblea, finally 

concludi nt; that f rom a •111tary point of vi~ a proportiollal 

r eduction in both e.ir forces end ground forcu would ma1ta the 
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Finally, Lem said he could not see how the OS could 

politicalty Bqt13.re itself Arguing for incraued conventional 

• 

capabilities for NATO on t he one hand and aponaoring a forc e 

reduction on the other. He says the Germane and our other Alliea 

are not: fooled and 'know ful l well that OUY conventional capa· 

bilitiea have alr eady suffered from previous reducti ona . For 

example, the ClNCtuR conclusion is that OSD'a eetimate of thirty 

days t o reestablish the contrac ted French LOC ie highly opttmiatic. 

McConnell t hink& it would take 90 t o 100 daye . Bec ause of the 

LOC r eductions ClNCEl1R now estilnatea hb ca~bility for fighting 

conventionally as being limited to 14 days. He aaid the Euro• 

peanll know full wetl that t he US hae t oat itl euetainid combat 

capability aa a result of the LOC a quee£e, H8 add th"t US 

foroaa woul d require 120 ,000 non·oombat reinforcements to flght 

an extended conventional combat. l n thia connection, Lem apoke 
. 

fairly eoathingly about operation JIG LIFT and itt tignificance. 

fie 111<1de it c lear that lt had f~r I!ICire limited military uti lity 

than DOD preu agentry iJnplied end that i t did not by any IM&nS 

prove itself u a feasibta nuum• for reinforcing Europa in time 

of etrees or hoat111.ties. 

4. tacticAl Nuclear Wetpona. CINC!UR 1e quite clear •• 

'I'OP SECRET. 
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to the need fo~ these weapons for defense of Europe. Re has 

just finished a detailed s t udy on this matter whi ch, we learned 

from others i n the CINCEUR staf f, should be ready for transmittal 

to the JCS within the next ten days. While we did not get into 

the details of that study, Lam seems convinced that a tactical 

nuclear de fense of Europe i s possible. We pressed h1m rather 

hard as to whether the Europeans would real l y be willing to 

fight a tacticlll nuclear wftr timi t ad to Europe; one which would 

not engage the US or USSR homelands. While he and McConnell 

argued t hat such a war was possible, they were not entirely 

per suasive and m.ight have been a little bit shaken by our argu-

menta that the Europeans seemed more devoted to the notion of 

deterrence than f .lghting end that they could hardly hope. to 

profit fr om ~ nuclear war limited to Europe. 

Lern pressed roe hard on the reasons f or the St ate refueal 

t o agree to t he DOD proposal for agre~nt l n principia to 

depl oyment of Anti- Demoli tion Munitione for our Allies. I 

explained that we had not r eceived a rational explanation of how 

the ADMs fitted into his planning or why they were so urgently 

required. CINCEUR argued that they were highly lmportant to en 

effective forwtrd defense and would provide important delaying 
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action. llowever, 1 pt a little of the feeliq that, tllousb 

In atrietly tec:bttieal mUlt.ry tenaa a c:.a .. llipt be ••de, 

the broader political aignific:ance of a rellanee oe uuc:lear 

veapoary, in - c.au '!~bare c:onventional .xplodvu IRi&bt 

... 
• 

even do the job, bad not r eally be- e~rebendecS. 'or axnpla, 

one of x-•e at&ff made the point: that nuc lear deaoUtiona ra-

quind only a f r actio., of tbe LOG t>.ck up u ·~ to that 

required co provtd e an ~ivaleot e,q>loaiva force thzough 

the uae of conventional d~litio!)a. 

We trUd to ge t at the queltlon of to~Mther cooc:apblally, 

uae of ALMa would r equire early IIIIIPlOJ!Hnt. Ve never r ec:aived 

vary pracbe ana-ra to tl\1.8 one, though tba !JiplicatioD gen­

erally ••-• to be that early uae 1«1\lld be required absea 

tile wupona would be 8Dplaeed far forward. 

I noted to Lea, partly 1n c:oanec:ticm with the Alit pro-

blem, but in a lliOre g-rel aanae •• applying ac:'COea tbe 

board to tbe a .. uaption of the uee of tac:tlc:.al ac:lear -.pcml 

eady in hoetUitiea, that heavy rellAiaca 011 auch «n aa--.ptioll 

could lead to lnflexlbilltiea. On the one baNI CO the utent 

that early use required the l'ruidant to "" 1111 aff~eive 

clecidon, thh tended to lilllit the flexibility .tlic:b the 
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Preatdent twd. Alternatively, atnce the cled.a~ to ue .. "'-• 

..auld be cme of the 1110at crucial -• -Y Preddeno: -ld 

make and therefore would not 1.a c:ert.ill c:ir-t.-ea be likely 

to be made quickly or eaatly, planD1ng on an early poeirtve 

deciiJioa by the military ~n •1ghr lead to a111Uey 

infle:dbUity. 

defe~~ae 1n the event deterrence failed. Be aaid be bad notbials 

to deal vith the miuile threat to Allied. Co and krope. la 

tbe -ed. He and Mc:Connell arg~Md that the US tight wU wiah 
f-.:).'·'t . ... ~ 

to have the c:apab1U.t:y fori a - c:lear war Usaited to the IIUropaaD 

theater without requiring the ~ of US axtarnal force•. 

Deapi.te .., preu1ng btm very hard •• to the realU. of a -jor 

luropean eaaaa•ent of thia aor t vhi.c:h I«Nld ~lude the us 

exteraal f ore: ... he held t o hia position. h arped, for ex•ple, 

~ad 1n ooe apaam, tlbereu be c:oul4 ~8\l&ll.u a wry 11aited 

e~hange of HRJM' • by . .. both eid .. , en •xchan&e wbic:h COQld not 

take plac:e 1f the Europelln Coamand did not lunra MUitll ou had. 
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1 aeked whether the MLl' did not fill both the deterr-ce 4lnd 

the fl&hting needa. '- argue<l that it did not l it wu 

inauffieient in n\llllben and I gather ln other reapeeta, euch .. ' 

aa accuracy and survivability. Ha vanta the MLr • but only 

as a part of a wix. He rejec ts the 
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no~1on that the Europeans politically would not ta~ land-baaed 

MRBKs . He says that the reason there has been reluctance eo 

fu 1e explained 1n lsxge aoeasure by the mmner in which -

hAlve preaented the c aae, i.e., an incomplete presentation com· 

bined with clear US raluctance to make the miaaile wvail.»te . 

.. 

He aaid he thought that a full expoe1t 1on of the need would lead 

to European acceptance of the re quirement. Por example, on the 

question of 'Whether MRBMs wouldn 1 t act as lightning rod a, be 

aeye that they would be no more of a target than certain of hu 

other capabilities, i ncluding the strike aircraft, which he 

pointe out are located frequently in or near cities (whereas 

the HRBKa >~DUld not). When we pointed up the problem of German 

manning, Lem denied tbat this need be a problem. 

Cpmwent: My general reaction ia that the caae oiliterity ia 

probably somewhat better than OSD baa heretofore argued and 

undoubtedly aubatantialty l eas then CINCtUR believ••· He ia 

probably partially right about European receptivity to the ~. 

in the face of e full exposition •• to ita need, but be probably 

undere1t1.matee eome of the concern which would exht re Cel"'Dan 

manning. (For .xaaple, with regard to the Rutaian attitude, be 

argued, in effect, that - should not apologb:e to the lbaeaian• 

·---
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for equipping Europe to def end i t aelf aga!Dst 700 Soviet MUt!Jo ,) 

1he ieorue bolla down to whet her fir at , for ruaona of deterrence, 

and aeeond , f or a ctually flgbtl..ng a tactical nuclear var linit.cS 

to Europe. KUH'e can be jus tified . On thle I doubt that we 

bad a IDee ting of tlta mb~a . llovevar , on oDa point I do think 

Leal has a per auae i ve a r gument. He contend• that 1111ch of our 

curraot prob lO!A vitlt the BuropeMa~ 1a pol1tica1 an4 payebol oa­

i.cal in that they doub t our villh.,..ea to uea auolaar weapona 

in their def-•. 'l'bey ther efore aa...S a phyaical avt.cleace afr 

a nuclear capability in Europe, wich could atrilca the ossa 

alld th..is MRJIMa woul d eupply . 

6 . £snreM •oo c;smc.:pl !IDCI •hL· 1 a eked a Dnbu of 

queat iolll con<:erning COU•MDd , contr o l Gld relaaae of nuclear 

weapons. I n gener al, Lea inebted that ad.atills procedural 

were ef fec tive and provided Mm with full flaxiblllty eJ<tendf.zlg 

down to t he uae of one nucl ear weapon at a tS.. lf oeceaear ;r. 

(lbough ~ltzer aa1d be could 110 t btmaelf COQC:el va of the use 

of tactical rtuclaare aa u k:lng eenee on leaa than a co~e bella,) 

Rote : Some of our people 111 t:he .1obftaoa IIISC Study Oroup, ~ 

r e cently looked into tbia queatton, have cloubta t hat auch 

eff ec tive end flexible cont rol a ctually eJ<i&ta. I aaked 

whether t he problew o f forward deployment of auch it ... a• 

Davy Crocketta on the bett:lefield d i dn' t praa.nt a dl fflcalty 
in the aenae that an incSlv idual ..-llder U aun:cnmct.d 111laht 
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wiah to use the -epon. McCoonell argued that the Coamander'a 

orders under .ueh c ireumatllnces 'IIOUld be to deat r oy t he -epon. 

Both Len and Mc<:onneU thought that he \JO\lld, although Lem 'WIInt 

on, 8i.gnif1cantty enough, t o say r.het tbeir plans 1o10Uld not be 

to have the D8'fY CroekAtt:s in a fontard poaitlon unt il aft er the \ 

decision had been made to use nuclear -we.apona. Lem aeemed 

generally aatiafied with the PAL devic e and in particular the 

l a test modele which are j ust now baing ina talled. He feels t hat 

the exietence of 27 separate headquarters f or r elease of PAL 

<ndea h generally satisfactory aa a protection aga!Jut h.,ing 

theee releaee authorities eliminat ed before our weapons could be 

activated. He d id expreea some thought, hovever , • bout going 

down the chain of command in delegating release author ity i n 

PAL codes. 

7. Intel l igence. I received tht ueual intelligence 

briefing which ~phasi~ad t he very great t hreat presented by 

Coaaunist cspab111tiea. I wasn 't entirely per~ded t hat t be 

intelligence esti mates were a. r aaliatic as they might be . ror 

e xample. when I inq11ired ae to how relLe.ble the aatellite f o rces 

-re and whether l.n fact the Sovl.ets 111lght not find that they 

luld to divert some Soviet etrength t o lceepi.ng an eye on the 

IQP SICJJ!I 

I 

~~ 
I 
I 

. I 

I 
I 



:'"'"':uo"'-':(0~!.. 1111(' ~~~ N!O•~Jt ' .. .... ' ..... · . .. ··~· .. 

' ' 

- 12 • 

sa~ellites, I got an unsatisfactory reaponae. It doea seem 

clear, however, that t he Communist force capability, aepecially 

satellite forces, ie improving through being equipped with more 

modern i tems . Lem was rather pointedly critical of McNamara's 

Economi c Club Speech concerning Soviet capabilltiea. He claimed 

that i t wae groaely opt~iatic and implied that it eimply did not 

provi de a ful l or candid description of the situation. Re noted 

that there would shortly be ano ther NATO Mi litary Committee 

Meeting and he snticlpat ed that there would ba no aubetantiat 

differences of opinion what soever regarding the ei&e and char-

acter of the threat faci ng Europe. i . e . , all of the NATO Military 

Committ ee representative~, prea~ably Lam included, will agree 

that the threat is grave. 

Q(!ll!!!!nt: In general, I felt that though Lem and McConnell both 

viewed the t hreat and enemy capabllitiee al being very aerioue 

(as one would expect of a military comaandar in the field) • Lam 

wee more balanced in his view then McConnell. The latter 1mplLtd 

that NATO forces could be eaeily ov.ri!UD end 111\JS t rely quickly 

' and heavily on uae of nuclear weepona. ~ opealy diaagraed 

saying that the NATO force ••• · aubaten t ial n4 would give the 

. . 

! 
II . 



• 

. 
·' 

. -. 

(
.- DEClASSIFIED 
A~llly N/1-(}.,>/ Jv 7 

/By 1:V ll _ NARA Date~ 

' 
TOP SEC!U!! 

• 13'. -

• • 

Russians psuae, buc th~t i ts deficiencies were serious enough 

so that i t could not now fight a sustained conventional under· 

·• 

taking. It is cle&r, howeveJ:, that i f he aticks t o his position 

on t he military effect of further US force ~ithdrawals, t he 

adverse political impact, which is likely to be great in any 

event, wilt be lllllgnified. 

a. Nature of the Threat . ln our discuasiona he emphasized 

the c~tinued concentration of attention in moat of the planning 

on a large Communist invasion. 1 said that prevailing opinion 

seemed to be that this ~as an increasingly dtmtnlahing proba· 

bility. On the other hand an East European uprising, specifically 

an East GertDSn uprising, or trouble on the flanks, nemed quite 

possible. I said I w&s more concerned about our abili ty to handle 

such engagements in a way that would l tmit them frOIJl spreading 

geographically and into the u~• of nuclear weapons, than 1 was 
•• 

about the exact balance of MR.BMa between Beat and West on the 
~ 

Central Front. Lem seemed in general to be sympathetic with 

the point, but - did not get into it very ~a ply. HAl expreued 

the need for improvement in UN capabilitieB to handle such 

problems ae Cyprus. 
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9. Wheelua. Lem mada ~> very strong pitch on doing every­

thing possible t o retain the Wheelus base. He referred to 

Gener•l A~'s recent messages on the subject. Lem was not, 

it seemed to me, unappreciative of the somewhat limited range 

of pressures and inducements we can bring t o bear on the Libyen1, 

but WAnted to underline the urgency of the need from his point 

of view and in support of Adem' s pitch. Though be ~•de a very 

str ong case, he wa~ mor e restrained than same of hie eubordi-

nat u (wo , quite obviously without having thought the mat ter 

through , imp lied that l.>e ought to stay in Whulua, even if by 

use of force , if necessary). The general reaction wee that lose 

of our Wheelus rights wee " firat step in eroding the situation 

which would end up ln eventue.l Camtunist access to Libya. We 

discuesed brief ly the possibility of aubetituting an area in 

Speln (the requirement would be for a etrip approx~tety 20 x 

20 milee), which would meet the fmmedlete military need of 

SACEUtl. 

10 . Spec:ipl Almnuniti.on•· It turned out that Lem had 

just diapatched a response to Waahington on thi1 subject Which 

corre~ponded exactly with the poaition which State had taken 

with DOD. ln psrtlcutar, Lem ttrongly agreed with t he Department 

t hat we coutd not offer this apacial ammunition to certain of 
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the Allies/precluding others from having it. He did underline, 

however, the tr.mandous military significance and advantage 

~ich thie BmmUnition had and the feet that it represents the 

one really secret weapon we have available. Ke did not feet, 

however, th"t we ~«>uld greatly endanger eecurity by tllllking 

effects use available to octr Allies . He agreed with me that 

the availability of this ammunition would eubatantielty raiae 

the nuclear threshold. 

11. G·91 Problem and Perahtnga. Lem believee the G·91 

a i rcraft aho\itd be permitt ed e nuclea.r capability &ld ergued 

t hat i t wae the only aircraft which c~ld be used in aupport 

· . 

of the ground operations. Lem indicated that Defanae had atated 

.. that it, together with the JCS and ABC bad agreed, but tha t State 

wu reshting. l~e indicated - were not entirely fam11la1' with 

the problem though we did say that one queation Which poaed 

itself was whether, at a time when Defense wa1 proposing that 

Q11A a1rcra£t and perhaps all atrike airouft should be phaeed. 

out of their nuclear role becauae of their vulnerability, lt 

made eenae to go forward with the equipping of •till additional 

aircraft for nuclear mbel.one. Lelll reacted very vigoroualy 

arguing that the " limited number o f Pershinga" would not 
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adequately substitute for strike aircraft . We preeaed htm a 

little bit as t o whet his vi ews would be asauming there wee a 

sufficient number -of Perahings subst ituted for the strike air-

craft, but 1 di d not feel that we got a fully satisfactory 

response. He seemed very much ~•dded to ehe notion that the 

strike aircraft must be r etained in hie inventory. One of the 

reason• he c ited is that the Perahinga do not h6va the range 

required to hit Bome of t he targets that the strike ai r craft, 

ae least ttheoretically, cover . 

1?. NATQ Aircraft Overt;lighte of \teat Gemany. Lem 

mentioned that we had had a number of additional incidents since 

the RB-66 wherein NATO aircraft had overflown East Germany. This , 

despite t he establishment of a protective zone. Recently e Waat 

Geman had f lown a Piper Cub into Eaat Germany and l anded t her e . 

The pilot was quickly releaeed and permitted to return h~. 

13. Eurgpean MAAGs. In responee to my queetlone on tha 

justificfttion for maintaining MAAGe in Europe, McConnell ar~d 

that the O@ed for continuing to .Xerciea supervision over large 

8mounte of meter1a1 s till coming out of the pipeline ~•• a major 

considerstion. (For ex~ple, $112 ~illlon of HAP will be delivered 

to Italy thie year.) But he also admitted that a good part of 
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